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Hi Dave,

 

After our conversations yesterday, I worked through the volume calculations 
with the sequence of 2 more years of hydraulic dredging, build (City) LHCC, 
then build UHCC.  It makes economical sense to dispose of the UH MU material 
into the UHCC and to dispose of the LH MU material (south of Coggeshall St. 
Bridge) into the LHCC.  So, I assumed the following:

2 years (2009 and 2010) of hydraulic dredging with T&D disposal
contaminated organics from construction of UHCC to LHCC [18,300 cy]
material from MU33-37 to LHCC [167,031 cy]
remaining (not dredged through 2010) material from MU1-24, -102, -105 to UHCC 
[115,796 cy]
material from MU25-32 to UHCC [114,684 cy]

 

The attached spreadsheet shows the volume balance for the two CAD cells with 
the above assumptions.  The effect of an extra year of hydraulic dredging 
results in too much capacity in the CAD cells.   

 

For the purpose of the $80M/year scenario, should I reduce the volume of the 
UHCC to something like 230K cy or 240K cy; and that for the LHCC to something 
like 190K cy?

 

Anita
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